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UNITED STATESDISTWCT COURT 
SOUTHERNDISTRICTIOFTEXAS 

HOUSTONDNI$ION 

UNITED STArES OF AMERICA § 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

Crj No. H-O2-

MICHAEL J. KOPPER 

COOPERATIONAGREEMENT 

Pursuantto Rule 11 of the Federal Rule~ of Criminal Procedure, the Department 

of Justice, by the Enron Task Force (the "Department")! and Michael J. Kopper ("Defendant") 

agreeto the following: 

1. Defendant will waive indictmen~and plead guilty in the Southern District 

of Texasto an infonnationcharginghim with onecountof conspiracyto commitwire fraud, in 

violation of 18U.S.C.§ 371,andonecountof conspiracyto engagein monetarytransactionsin 

property derived from specified unlawful activity, in violation of 18V.S.C. §§ 1956(h) and 1957. 

Thosechargescarrythe following statutorypenalties: 

Count One-Conspiracy to Commit Wire Fraud 

Maximum tem1of imprisonrnen~:five years
i 

(18 U.S.C. § 371) : 
a. 

b. Minimum termof imprisonmen4zeroyears 
(18 U.S.C. § 371) i~';~ 

c. Maximum supervisedreleasetenD: three years,to follow any term of

imprisonment; if a condition of releaseis violated, the defendant may be

sentencedto up to two years without credit for pre-release imprisonment

or time previously served on post-releasesupervision

(18 V.S.C. §§ 3583 (b), (e))


d. Maximum fine: $250,000 
(18 U.S.C. § 3571(b)(3)). 
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~. Restitution:As providedby statUte 
(18 V.S.C. § 3663 & A). 

f!. Forfeitureof proceedstraceableto theoffense,asprovidedby 18U.S.C. § 
981(a)(I)(C) and24U.S.C. §2461(c) 

g. $100 special assessment 
(18 V.S.C. §3013). 

CountTwo-Conspiracyto Engagein MonetaryTransactionsin Property 
Derived from SDecifiedUnlawful Activitv 

a. Maximum tennof imprisonment:tenyears 
(18 V.S.C. §§ 1956(h) and 1957) 

lb, Minimum tenD of imprisonment: zero years 
(18 V.S.C. §§ 1956(h) and 1957) 

Maximum supervisedreleaseternI: three years,to follow any term of 
imprisonment; if a condition of releaseis violated, the defendant may be 
sentencedto up to two years without credit for pre-release imprisonment 
or time previously served on post-releasesupervision 
(18 V.S.C. §§ 3583 (b), (e» 

d. Maximum fine: $500,000 or twice the amount of 
criminally derived property involved in financial 
transactions 
(18 V.S.C. § 1956(a)and (h). I 

~, Restitution:As providedby statute 
(18 U.S.C. § 3663 & A). 

f Forfeitureof propertyinvolved in theoffenseor propertytraceableto such 
property,asprovidedby 18V.S,C. 982(a)(I) 

g. $100specialassessment 
(18 V.S.C. § 3013). 

AcceDtanceof ResDonsibility 

;2. Defendant's sentenceis governed by the United StatesSentencing 

Guidelines. ll1e Department will advise the Court and the Probation Department of information 
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relevant to sentencing, including all criminal activity e~gaged in by Defendant, and such 

infonnation may be used by the Court in detennining I)efendant's sentence. Based on 

infonnation known to it now, the Department will not ~ppose a downward adjustment of three 

levels for acceptanceof responsibilityunderU.S.S.G.* 3El.l 

Defendant'sObli~ations 

3. Defendant will provide truthful, icomplete and accurate information and 

will cooperate fully with the Department. This coope~ationwill include, but is not limited to, 

thefollowing: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Defendant agrees to be fully debriefed and to attend all meetings at which 
his presence is requested by the pepartment. concerning his participation 

in and knowledge of all crimina1 activities. 

Defendant waives all claims of ttorney-client privilege and agrees to 
furnish to the Department all do uments and other material that may be 
relevant to the investigation and that are in Defendant's possession or 
control, except as to communic tions relating to investigations by the 
Department and the United Stat s Securities and Exchange Commission 
("SEC"), and communications ith counsel after December 2, 2001. 

Defendant agrees not to reveal 1 is cooperation, or any information derived 

therefrom to any third party wit out prior consent of the Department, and 

to instruct his attorneys to do th same. 
I 

Defendant agrees to testify at any proceeding in the Southern District of 

Texas or elsewhere as requeste~ by the Department. 

Defendant consents to adjournments of his sentence as requested by the 
Department and agrees that his ~bligations under this agreement continue 
until the Department determine* that his cooperation is concluded. 

Defendant agrees not to receiv, remuneration for any dissemination, 

directly or indirectly, by him of information concerning his work at Enron 

Corp., any UM entity, or any r lated or affiliated entity, including special 
purpose entities, including but ot limited to books, articles, speeches, and 
interviews, but not including professional services perfonned by him in 

the course of any full-time employment. 
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TheD~artment's O~ligations 

4. The Department agreesthat: 

Except asprovided in paragraphf 1, 10, and 11, no criminal chargeswill 
be brought againstDefendant fot his heretofore disclosed participation in 
criminal activity; and I 

a. 

No statementsmade by Defend~t during the course of this cooperation 
will be used againsthim except ~sprovided in paragraphs2, 10, and 11. 

b. 

Availability for Debriefings 

Defendantagreesthatthe DePartmentmaymeetwith anddebriefhim5 

without thepresenceof counsel,unlessDefendantspeqificallyrequestscounsel'spresenceat 

suchdebriefings and meetings. Upon requestof Defendant, the Department will endeavorto 

provide advancenoticeto counselof theplaceandtimr of meetingsanddebriefings,it being 

understood that the Department's ability to provide su~hnotice will vary according to time 

constraintsandothercircumstances.The Department~ay accommodaterequeststo alterthe 

time and place of suchdebriefings. It is understood,h~wever, that any cancellation or 

reschedulingof debriefingsormeetingsrequestedby Defendantthathinderthe Department's 

ability to prepareadequatelyfor trials,hearingsor oth~rproceedingsmay adverselyaffect 

Defendant'sability to providesubstantialassistance.Mattersoccurringat anymeetingor 

debriefingmaybe consideredby the Departmentin determiningwhetherDefendanthasprovided 

substantialassistanceor otherwisecompliedwith this agreementandmaybe consideredby the 

Court in imposingsentenceregardlessof whethercounselWaspresentatthe meetingor 

debriefing. 



Motion for DownwardDeuarture 

If the Departmentdeterminesth~ Defendanthascooperatedfully, 

provided substantial assistanceto law enforcementaut~orities and otherwise complied with the 

tenus of this agreement,the Department will file a motton pursuantto V.S.S.G. § 5KI.l and 18 

v.s.c. § 3553(e)with the sentencingCourtsettingfort~ thenatureand extentof his cooperation. 

Sucha motionwill pennit the Court, in its discretion,t? imposea sentencebelowthe applicable 

SentencingGuidelinesrangeandalsobelow anyappli~ble mandatoryminimum sentence.In 

this connection, it is understood that a good faith detenktinationby the Department as to whether 
I 

Defendanthascooperatedfully andprovidedsubstanti.lassistanceandhasotherwisecomplied 
I 

with the tenusof this agreement,andtheDepartment'slgoodfaith assessmentof thevalue, 

truthfulness,completenessandaccuracyof thecooperation,shallbebinding uponhim. 

Defendantagreesthat, in makingthis determination,the Departmentmayconsiderfactsknown 

to it at this time. The Department mayor may not, in its discretion, recommend to the Court a 

specific sentenceto be imposed. The Departmentcanftotanddoesnotmakeapromiseor 

representationasto whatsentencewill be imposedby ~e Court. 

Forfeiture 

7. Defendant agreesthat he will not fontest the forfeiture of, and will surrender 

all claimshe mayhavein, $4 million from CharlesSchwabaccountnumber3962-3986in the 

name ofLJM2 Capital Management, LP, which Defen~ant acknowledgesrepresentssubstitute 

assetsfor criminally derivedproperty. 

D~artrnent's RecommendationRe{!ardin{! Forfeiture and Restitution 

8. Defendanthasenteredinto a separateagreementwith theUnited States 
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SecuritiesandExchangeCommission(the"SEC Settle~ent"). As part of the SECSettlement, 

Defendant has agreedto pay $8 million within 30 days tn a manner directed by the SEC. The 

Department agreesthat, provided Defendant fulfills hislobligation pursuant to paragraph 7 of this 

agreementand pays or causesto be paid $8 million as~quired by the SEC Settlement, it will 

recommendthatno additionalforfeitureor restitution~e orderedby the Court againstthe 

Defendantunderstands,however,thatthe Defendantatthetime Defendantis sentenced.

Department'srecommendationis notbinding ontheC+urt,andthe Courtmay orderDefendant 

to payrestitutionnotwithstandingtheDepartment'sre9°mmendation. Shouldthe Court order 

Defendantto payrestitution,hewill notbepennittedor thatbasisaloneto withdrawhis guilty 

plea. 

HvdeAmendmentWaiver 

9. Defendant agreesthat with respdctto all chargesreferred to in paragraphs

and 4(a) he is not a "prevailing party" within the meaning of the "Hyde Amendment," Section 

617, P.L. 105-119 (Nov. 26, 1997), and will not file an~ claim under that law. Defendant waives 

any right to additional disclosure from the government[in connection with the guilty plea. 

BreachOf Agreement 

10. Defendantmustatall timesgivd complete,truthful, andaccurate

infonnationandtestimony,andmustnot commit, or attemptto commit, anyfurthercrimes. 

Should it be judged by the Department that Defendantbas failed to cooperate fully, has 

intentionallygivenfalse,misleadingor incompleteinformationor testimony,hascommittedor 

attemptedto commit anyfurthercrimes,or hasotherwiseviolatedanyprovisionof this 

agreement,Defendant will not be released from his pl~a of guilty but the Department will be 
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releasedfrom its obligationsunderthis agreement,incl~ding(a) notto opposea downward 

adjustment of three levels for acceptance of responsibilfty described in paragraph 2 above, (b) to 

file the motion described in paragraph 6 above, or to m~e the recommendation regarding 

restitution described in paragraph 8 above. Moreover, the Department may withdraw the motion 

described in paragraph 6 above, and the recommendati9n described in paragraph 8, if such 

motion or recommendation has been filed prior to sentencing. Defendant will also be subject to 

prosecution for any federal criminal violation of which Ithe Department has knowledge, 

including, but not limited to, the criminal activity desc~bed in paragraph 4. 

11 Any prosecutionresultingfromDefendant'sfailureto comply with the

ternIs of this agreement may be premised upon: (a) ant statements made by Defendant to the 

Department or to other law enforcement agents on or a~er July 22, 2002; (b) any testimony given 

by him before any grand jury or other tribunal, whethe~ before or after the date this agreement is 

signed by Defendant; and (c) any leads derived from s~ch statements or testimony. Prosecutions 

that are not time-barred by the applicable statutes of limitation on the date this agreement is 

signed may be commenced againstthe defendantin ac~ordancewith this paragraph, 

notwithstandingthe expirationof the statutesof limitation betweenthe signingof this agreement 

and the commencement of any such prosecutions. Furthermore, Defendant waives all claims 

under the United States Constitution, Rule 11(e)( 6) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, 

Rule 410 of the Federal Rules of Evidence, or any other federal statute or rule, that statements 

made by him on or after July 22, 2002, or any leads derived therefrom, should be suppressed. 

Bankruptcy Waiver 

12, Defendantagreesnotto attemp~to avoidpaying anyfine or restitution
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imposed by the Court through anyproceeding pursuantItothe United StatesBankruptcy Code. 

Defendantwaivesall rights,if any,to obtaindischargeprto delaypaymentof anyfine or 

restitution obligation or alter the time for payment by filing a petition pursuant to the Bankruptcy 

Code. Defendant stipulates that enforcementof any finF or restitution obligation by the 

Departmentis notbarredor affectedby theautomaticstayprovisionsof theUnited States 

BankruptcyCode(Title 11,United StatesCode,Sectio*362),andthat enforcementof anyfine 

or restitution obligation by the Department is a valid e~erciseof its police or regulatory power 

within the meaning of Title 11, United StatesCode, Seftion 362(b). Defendant stipulates and 

agreesnotto institute orparticipatein anyproceedingtp interferewith, alter, or bar enforcement 

of any fine or restitution obligation pursuantto the aut9matic stay or other provision of the 

Bankruptcy Code in any casefiled by Defendant or his Icreditors. Upon requestof the 

Department, Defendant will executean order or stipulation granting the Department relief from 

the automaticstayor otherBankruptcyCodeprovisionf in orderto enforceanyfine or restitution 

obligation. Defendantstipulatesthat anyfine or resti~ion obligationimposedby the Courtis 

not dischargeable pursuant to Title 11 United StatesC~de, Section 523 in any casecommenced 

by Defendantor his creditorspursuantto the Bankrupt~yCode. Defendant'swaiversand 

stipulations or agreementsset forth above are made in exchangefor the Department's concessions 

setforth in this agreement. 

Final Senten~e 

13 Defendant understandsthat the sentenceto be imposed is within the sole

discretionof the sentencingjudge. If the Courtshouldimposeanysentenceup to the maximum 

establishedby statute,Defendantcannot,for thatreasonalone,withdrawa guilty pleaandwill 
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remain bound to fulfill all of the obligations under this agreement. 

StinulatedFactualBasisfor Guilty Plea 

4. Defendant is pleading guilty becausehe is in fact guilty of

the chargescontainedin theinfonnation. In pleadingguilty, Defendantacknowledgesthatall of 

the facts stated below are true, and were the case to go to trial, the Department would be able to 

prove all of those facts beyond a reasonable doubt. Horever, the parties agree that this factual 

basis does not include all relevant conduct that may be considered by the Court for sentencing 

purposes. 

The stipulatedfactualbasisfor the guilty pleais asfollows: 

Enron structured transactions which used special purpose entities ("SPEs") in

order to achieve "off-balance-sheet" tre~tment of certain items for Enron's


financial reporting purposes and to acc~ mPlish certain regulatory objectives. As a


result of certain of these transactions, E on was able present its financial results


more attractively as measured by criteri favored by Wall Street analysts and

credit rating agencies. It was part of KOPPER's job responsibility at Enron to


assist in the structuring of these SPEs. I


As an Emon employee, KOPPER knew that he owed a duty to the company and 

its shareholders to provide his honest services. 

Some of the SPEs used by Enron were under the control ofEnron's CFO,

KOPPER, and others. In some instances, KOPPER and others took advantage of

their simultaneous influence over Enroq's business activities and the SPEs to

generate millions of dollars for themselves, at Enron' s expense, and in violation

of their duty to provide Enron and its shareholders with honest services. Three


such transactions are RADR, Chewco and Southampton.


RADR: In approximately May 1997, Emon had to divest itself of certain

California wind fanns for regulatory re~ons. Emon's CFO, KOPPER, and others

devised a scheme secretly to enrich theJinselves through the sale of Emon' s

interest in the wind fanns to an SPE. :tOPPER recruited his domestic partner

and another friend to act as equity "inv~stors" in the SPE, which was known as


RADR (the "Friends").


Emon's CFO secretly funded the Friends' "investments" through a loan to 
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KOPPER, who in turn lent money to the Friends. It was understood that the 
Friends would repay the "loans" from ~PPER with distributions from their 
RADR "investments," and that KOPPE~ would in turn repay Enron's CFO. 

Between August 1997 and July 2000, R generatedapproximately $4.5 
million for the Friends, $2.2 million of hich went to KOPPER's domestic 
partner. KOPPER and his partnerjoint y controlled the partner's RADR 
proceeds. KOPPER also directed his p ner and the other Friend to wire transfer 
proceeds or write checksto Emon's CF , KOPPER, several of their family 
members, and various Emon employeesand their family members. 

Chewco: In 1993, Enron and the California Public Employees' Retirement 
System ("CALPERS") enteredinto a joipt venture investment partnership called 
Joint Energy Development Limited Parthership("JEDI"). 

In the summer of 1997, Enron beganto seek a buyer for CALPERS' share of the 
JED! partnership so that CALPERS woJIld agreeto invest additional funds in an 
even larger partnership to be called JED~ll. CALPERS imposed a deadline of 
November 6, 1997 for the buyout. I 

In November 1997, Enron formed Chewco, an SPE, to buyout CALPERS' lED! 
interest. Enron's CFO initially soughtto become Chewco's general partner, but 
substituted KOPPER when it becameclear that Enron otherwise would have to 
disclose publicly the CFO's participation. 

Enron structured the transactionso that an $11.03 million loan to Chewco that 
was used to fund its investment was paqly protected against risk of loss, and the 
remainder of the equity, $125,138, cam~ from KOPPER and his domestic partner. 

From December 1997 through December 2000, KOPPER received various 
payments relating to Chewco, which he secretly sharedwith Enron's CFO. 
KOPPER received a total of approximately $1.5 million in managementfees, 
which he sharedwith the CFO mainly through checkspayable to members of the 
CFO's family. In December 1998, EnrQn's CFO causedEnron to pay a $400,000 
"nuisance fee" to Chewco, of which KOPPER transferred $67,224 back to 
Enron's CFO, againthrough checks written to the CFO or members of his family. 
KOPPER also paid the CFO's wife apP10ximatelY $54,000 for acting as a Chewco 
administrative assistant. 

In March 2001, Enron bought Chewco's limited partnership interest in lED! for 
$35 million, of which KOPPER and his [domesticpartner received approximately 
$3 million. In September2001, Enronfs CFO authorized a further $2.6 million 
"tax indemnity payment" to Chewco, w~ch KOPPER wire transferred to an 
account under his control. I 
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Southarn~ton: In approximately Febru 2000, Enron's CFO, KOPPER, three 
bankers employed by National Westmi sterBank ("NatWest") and others devised 
a schemeto defraud Enron and othersi connection with a buyout of the 
investment interests ofNatWest and Cr dit Suisse First Boston ("CSFB") in an 
SPE entity called Swap Sub. 

To carry out the scheme,KOPPER, Enrf n's CFO, and others caused Enron to pay 
$30 million for the Swap Subbuyout. hat price was based on Enron's CFO's 
false representationto Enron that NatW st and CSFB had agreedto sell their 
interests in Swap Sub for $20 million and $10 million, respectively. In fact, 
NatWest received only $1 million and h d agreedto receive this sum based oni 
misrepresentationsand fraudulent cond ct of its own employees,who sought to 
skim profits that should have gone to N tWest. 

As a result, the three NatWest bankerswho participated in the schemereceived 
!approximately $7.3 million. The balan e of the funds went to investors in an 

entity called Southampton Place LP ("S uthampton"), which KOPPER created. 

The Southampton "investors" were KO PER, who contributed $25,000 and 
causedChewco to loan an additional $7 0,000, and received approximately $4.5 
million, a purported charitable foundatidn in the name of the CFO's family, which 
contributed $25,000 and received appro~imately $4.5 million, and five Enron and 
LJM employees chosenby KOPPER an~the CFO, who contributed a total of less 
than $20,000 and received a total of approximately $3.3 million. 

KOPPER agreesthat the wire transfers qffunds described in Paragraph27 of the 
Infoffilation were among those made in furtherance of the schemeto defraud. He 
further agreesthat some of those transferswere in interstate or foreign commerce. 

KOPPER further agreesthat monetary tIiansactionsdescribed in Paragraphs27, 
30, 31 and 32 of the Information affecte~ interstate or foreign commerce and 
involved property of a value greaterthan $10,000, namely, money, which 
constituted or was derived from proceedsobtained from the wire fraud scheme 
involving RADR, Chewco, and Southampton. 

~ 
15. This agreementdoesnotbind anyfederal,state,or local prosecuting 

authority other than the Department, and does not prohibit the Department from initiating or 

prosecutinganycivil or administrativeproceedingsdirectlyor indirectlyinvolving Defendant. 
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ComDleteAgreement 

16. No promises,agreementsor con~itionshavebeenenteredinto otherthan 

those set forth in this agreement,and none will be ente~edinto unless memorialized in writing 

and signed by all parties. This agreementsupersedesa$y prior promises, agreementsor 

conditionsbetweentheparties. To become effective, tljlis agreementmust be signed by all 

signatorieslistedbelow. 

Dated: Houston,Texas 
August20, 2002 

Agreed and consentedto 

DefendantMichaelJ. Kopper 

Approvedby: 

Counselto Defendant 
David M. Howard,Esq. 

Re~pectfullysubmitted, 

E$ON TASK FORCE 

L:EjSLIER. CALDWELL 
Ditector 

TlioMAS A. HANUSIK 

Tqal Attorney 
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ADDENDUM FOR DEFENDANT KOPPER 

I have consulted with my attorney and fully undfrstand all my rights with respectto the 

with respectto theprovisionsof theUnited StatesSentfncingCommission'sGuidelinesManual which 

may apply in my case. I have read this cooperation agr,ement and carefully reviewed every part of it 

with my attorney. I understandthis agreementand I votuntarily agreeto it. 

MichaelJ. Kopper 
Defendant 

Da~e 

ADDENDUM FORDE~ENSECOUNSEL 

I have fully explained to Defendant KOPPER hilsrights with respectto the pending Information. 

I havereviewedtheprovisionsof theUnited StatesSentencingCommission'sGuidelinesManual andI 

havefully explainedto DefendantKOPPERtheprovisipnsof thoseGuidelineswhich may applyin this 

case. I have carefullyreviewedeverypart of this cooperationagreementwith DefendantKOPPER. To


my knowledge, Defendant KOPPER's decision to enterlinto this agreementis an informed and voluntary 

one.


David M. Howard,Esq. 
Attorney for DefendantKopper 

Date 



UNITED STATESD~ TRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DIST CT OF TEXAS 

HOUSTON IVISION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA § 
§ 
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§ 

Cr1oNo. H-O2-v 

MICHAEL J. KOPPER 

SENTENCE DAJTA SHEET 

DEFENDANT: MICHAEL J. KOPPER 

CRIMINAL NO: H-O2-

GUILTY PLEA Count One (Conspiracy to Commit Wire Fraud) 
Count Two (Conspiracy to Engage in Monetary Transactions in Property Derived 
from Specified Unlawful Activity) 

SUBSTANCEOF 
COOPERATION 
AGREEMENT: Pursuantto Fed. R. Crim. P. 11(e)(1)(B)-Defendant will plead to counts one 

(conspiracy to commit wire frauq) and two (conspiracy to engagein monetary 
transactions in property derived from specified unlawful activity) of aninformation ! 

Conspiracy(18U.S.C.§ 371).COUNTONE: 

ELEMENTS: 1) An agreementbetweentwo ot more persons, 
2) to commit a crime againstthelUnited States,and 
3) an overt act committed by on~ of the conspirators in furtherance of the 
agreement. i 

hnprisonment not to exceed5 ye'fifs;and/or fine not to exceed $250,000. 18 
U.S.C. §§ 371 and 3571(b)(3); Forfeiture of proceeds traceable to the offense, as 
provided by 18 U.S.C. § 981(a)(l)(C) and 24 U.S.C. §2461(c). 

PENALTY: 

Defendant also faces a possible tenn of supervised release after imprisonment not 
more than 3 years. 18 V.S.C. §§ 13559(a)(4)and 3583(b)(2). 

Conspiracyto Engagein MonetaryTransactionsin PropertyDerived from 
SpecifiedUnlawful Activity (18Iu.s.c. § 1956(h),1957). 

COUNT TWO: 



ELEMENTS: 1) an agreementbetweentwo or Imorepersons, 
2) to engagein a monetary tran~actionin criminally derived property, 
3) of a value greaterthan $10,00,0, 
4) that is derived from specified blawful activity, to wit, wire fraud. 

Imprisonment not to exceed 10 ears; and/or fine of $250,000 or twice the amount 
of the criminally derived prope involved in the transactions. 18V.S.C. §§ 
1956(h) and 1957(b)(2), 18 V.S. .3571 (b)(3); Forfeiture of property involved in 
the offense or property traceableto suchproperty, as provided by 18 V.S.C. 

982(a)(I). 

Defendantalsofacesapossible~ennof supervisedreleaseafter imprisonmentnot 
morethan3 years. 18V.S.C. §§13559(a)(3)and(4) and3583(b)(2). 

AL TERNA TIVE 
FINE BASED ON 
GAIN OR LOSS: Defendant may be fined twice thF gross pecuniary gain from the offense. 

Gross pecuniary gain: Approxi~ately $19.4 million. 18V.S.C. 3571(d) 

SENTENCING 
GUIDELINES: Applicable. 

SUPERVISED 
RELEASE: Not to exceedthree years on Co~ts One and Two. 18V.S.C. §§ 3559(a)(3) and 

(4) and 3583(b)(2). If defendantIviolates the conditions of any period of 
supervisedreleasewhich may belimposed aspart of his sentence,then defendant 
may be imprisoned for up to tw°l (2) years without credit for time already served 
on the term of supervisedreleas~prior to the violation. 18V.S.C. § 3583(e)(3). 

SPECIAL 
ASSESSMENT: $100for eachcount. 18U.S.C.* 3013(a)(2)(A). 

A TTACHMENT: CooperationAgreement 

DEFENDANT 
WAWED HIS 
RIGHT TO 
APPEAL: No. 

PENALTY:



